
Before the Board of Zoning A d j n s ~ t ,  D.C. 

Appeal 1.B28319 Raymond Hawar, e t  al. appellants. 

The Zoning Administrator District of Columbia, appellee. 

On motion duly made, seconded and ~ u s l y  oarried the following Order 
was entered on Augu~t 25, 1965: 

That the appeal f o r  a varianue from the provisions of Section 
7502.2 and the FAR requirements of the R-5-A D i s t r i o t  t o  perinit swimming pool 
and related f ac i l i t i e s  in the side yard at  4200 Cathedral Ave. N.W., parcel 
20/18, square 1699, be denied. 

A s  the r e su l t  of an inspection of the property by the Board, and from 
the records and the evidence adduced a t  the hearing, the Board finds the 
following facts: 

(1) Appellant(8 parcel eonsists of ar larte t r i a q p l a r  shaped piece of 
property which i s  improved with an eJdsting apartment building. The property 
i n  question has a frontage of 456.39 fee t  on Cathedral Avenue and W.78 
feet on New Mexico Avenue. The p m p r t y  is bo~nded by Qover Parkway on the 
ea8t side, and by B-1-A ooning orclzolra New M c o  Avmue, 

(2) Appellant proposes t o  ereat a s w b m b g  pool with related f ac i l i t i e s  
on the west side of t h i s  building i n  the side yard. The pool, including 
decks and walks i s  lJ.2 fee t  in length by 70 feet  i n  width. The Zoning 
Regulation8 under the provieions of paragraph 7502.2 requires tha t  an 
accessory use o r  building shall be located only in a rear yard. Appellant 
was therefore required t o  f i l e  his appeal as a variance f r o ~ l t h e  provisiom 
of paragraph 7502.2, 

(3) Appellant has also f i l e d  his appeal a s  a variance from the FAR 
requirements of paragraph 3302.1 of the Zoning Begalations t o  permit construction 
of t o i l e t  and storage f a c i u t i e s  beluu the pool deek. This was required 
due t o  the fac t  tha t  no additional FAR i e  pernbttgd, 

(4) Appellant contents he has a hardship under the provisions of 
S e c t i ~ n  8207.U of the Z a h g  hgula t ions  due t o  topographic conditions 
which render location of the pool and related f ac i l i t i e s  i n  the rear yard 
most d i f f  iuult. 

(5) There was considerable opposition t o  the granting sf t h i s  appeal 
registered at tho public hearing by residents in the area and by those persons 
residing i n  the apartment buildi9g. The Spring VaUey4esley Heights 
Citizens Assoeigtion also protested the grwting of t h i s  appeal. This 
protest was predicated upon the contention that  the erection of t h i s  pool 
i n  the side yard is  not deaired by those persons residing i n  the apartments; 
that  it will destroy the expanae of green yard and trees; tha t  the apartmentss 
are now a l l  rented with a waiting list; tha t  it w i l l  result  i n  noise, 
carmotion and destroy the  quiet and dignity of the area, and that  the two 
a d s t i n g  elevators wiU be used by the bathers, 



OPINION: 

It is our opinionthat appellant has fa i led  t o  prove a case of hardship 
within the provisions of Section 820'7,ll of the  Zonfng Regulations, arid tha t  
the granting of this appeal will r e s u l t  in  substantial  detriment t o  the  public 
good and u i l l  5qair the intent, plrpose, and integri ty of the  zone plan 
as embodied i n  the  Zoning Regulations and map. 

It is  our further opinion that  the erection of t h i s  wJimnrlng pool and 
related f a c i l i t i e s  i n  t he  side yard of t h i s  apartment development w i l l ,  as 
contendeci by those in opp~si t ion,  create noise, c a m t i o n ,  destroy the quiet 
and dignity of the area and destroy the expame of p e n  yard, It is  further 
noted that the pool is not required t o  attracttenants as the building is 
completely f u l l  with a waiting list. 

It is  also oar opinion that  the e r  ction of t h i s  pool w i l l  be detrimental 
t o  mauy of those persona residing in the building, and part icular ly those 
whore apartments will face this yard, but will also  be objectionable t o  those 
*sons residing on New Mexico Avenue opposite. 


